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DETAILED ACTION 



In the Amendment dated February 17, 2006, Claims 1 and 2 have been amended. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to Claims 1, 2, 4-6 and 23-25 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Somekh et al. 
(USP 6,900,135 hereinafter referred to as "Somekh") in view of Shinada et al. (USP 6,329,826 
hereinafter referred to as "Shinada"). 



Somekh discloses in Fig. 1 and the corresponding texts as set forth in column 3, line 40- 
column 4, line 56, a method of manufacturing a microelectronic device, comprising: 

performing a first inspection of a device feature/wafer during an intermediate stage of 
manufacture; 

cleaning the device feature/wafer after the first inspection; and 
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performing a second inspection of the device feature after cleaning the device 
feature/wafer, wherein the first and second inspections are performed by a single inspection 
tool/a buffer station 104 (col. 3, lines 44-45). 

Somekh does not disclose a device feature formed on a substrate. Shinada teaches in 
Figs. 1-2 a circuit pattern inspection method and apparatus comprises a device feature formed on 
a substrate 9 to be able to detect a defect generated on the circuit pattern in an early stage (col. 
1 1, line 60-col. 12, line 10). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention was made to form a device feature on a substrate, as taught 
by Shinada in order to detect a defect generated on the circuit pattern in an early stage, and the 
percentage of defects in the semiconductor device and other substrates can be reduced so that 
producing efficiency can be improved (col. 35, lines 1-17). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Somekh et al. 
(USP 6,900,135 hereinafter referred to as "Somekh") in view of Shinada et al. (USP 6,329,826 
hereinafter referred to as "Shinada") and further in view of Pike (USP 6,410,927). 
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Somekh discloses all the claimed limitations as stated in Claim 1 except for a device 
feature formed on a substrate, and the first inspection is performed by a first inspection tool and 
the second inspection is performed by a second inspection tool different than the first inspection 
tool. Shinada teaches in Figs. 1-2 a circuit pattern inspection method and apparatus comprises a 
device feature formed on a substrate 9 to be able to detect a defect generated on the circuit 
pattern in an early stage (col. 11, line 60-col. 12, line 10). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to form a device 
feature on a substrate, as taught by Shinada in order to detect a defect generated on the circuit 
pattern in an early stage, and the percentage of defects in the semiconductor device and other 
substrates can be reduced so that producing efficiency can be improved (col. 35, lines 1-17). 
Shinada does not explicitly disclose the first inspection is performed by a first inspection tool 
and the second inspection is performed by a second inspection tool different than the first 
inspection tool. Pike teaches that wafers are subject to an initial scan under low magnification 
using a first inspection tool/an inspection tool and transferred to a second inspection tool/a high 
magnification analysis tool for more complete analysis in a method for detecting defects in both 
processed and unprocessed wafers in order to easily find defects when a wafer is transferred 
from tool to tool as set forth in the Abstract. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to utilize the teachings of using a first 
inspection tool/an inspection tool for a first process/an initial scan under low magnification and a 
second inspection tool for a second process/a high magnification analysis tool, as taught by Pike 
to incorporate into Somekh and Shinada' s processes to arrive the claimed limitation in order to 
easily find defects when a wafer is transferred from tool to tool. 
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Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Somekh et al. 
(USP 6,900,135 hereinafter referred to as "Somekh 55 ) in view of Shinada et al. (USP 6,329,826 
hereinafter referred to as "Shinada 55 ) and further in view of Iwabuchi et al. (USP 6,512,227 
hereinafter referred to as "Iwabuchi 55 ). 

Somekh and Shinada disclose all the claimed limitations except for at least one of the 
first and second inspections performed by a scanning electron microscope (SEM). Iwabuchi 
teaches that as one of apparatuses for observing a sample with an electron beam, there is known 
a scanning electron microscope (SEM). The SEM is suitable for observing a by restricted field 
of vision at a high magnification (col. 1, lines 32-39). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to use at least one of the first and 
second inspections is performed by a scanning electron microscope (SEM), as taught by 
Iwabuchi to incorporate into Somekh and Shinada 5 s processes to arrive the claimed limitation 
since it was known in the art that the SEM is suitable for observing a by restricted field of vision 
at a high magnification. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Somekh et al. 
(USP 6,900,135 hereinafter referred to as "Somekh 55 ) in view of Shinada et al. (USP 6,329,826 
hereinafter referred to as "Shinada 55 ) and further in view of Branco et al. (USP 6,841,008 
hereinafter referred to as "Branco 55 ), 
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Somekh and Shinada disclose all the claimed limitations except for the cleaning 
comprises exposing the device feature to an oxygen containing plasma. Branco teaches that 
plasma cleaning with oxygen as a source gas (also referred to "ashing") can remove organic 
based materials. At the same time, an oxygen plasma etch can leave quartz surfaces essentially 
unaltered as set forth in column 4, line 64-column 5, line 1). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to use oxygen plasma for 
cleaning or etching, as taught by Branco since it was known in the art that oxygen plasma can 
remove organic based materials, and can leave quartz surfaces essentially unaltered. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Somekh et al. 
(USP 6,900,135 hereinafter referred to as "Somekh") in view of Shinada et al. (USP 6,329,826 
hereinafter referred to as "Shinada") and further in view of Kim et al. (USP 6,355,516 hereinafter 
referred to as "Kim"). 

Somekh and Shinada disclose all the claimed limitations except for the device feature 
comprises a first conductive layer located over a substrate, a buffer layer located over the first 
conductive layer, and a second conductive layer located over the buffer layer. Kim teaches in 
Fig. 1C that a device feature comprises a first conductive layer 12 located over a substrate 1 1, a 
buffer layer 13, 14, 15, 16 located over the first conductive layer, and a second conductive layer 
17 located over the buffer layer (col. 2, line 40-col. 3, line 14). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to form a device feature 
comprises a first conductive layer located over a substrate, a buffer layer located over the first 
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conductive layer, and a second conductive layer located over the buffer layer, as taught by Kim 
in order to form a device feature as a capacitor. 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Somekh et al. 
(USP 6,900,135 hereinafter referred to as "Somekh") in view of Shinada et al. (USP 6,329,826 
hereinafter referred to as "Shinada") and in view of Pike (USP 6,410,927), and further in view of 
Iwabuchi et al. (USP 6,512,227 hereinafter referred to as "Iwabuchi"). 

Somekh, Shinada and Pike disclose all the claimed limitations except for at least one of 
the first and second inspections performed by a scanning electron microscope (SEM). Iwabuchi 
teaches that as one of apparatuses for observing a sample with an electron beam, there is known 
a scanning electron microscope (SEM). The SEM is suitable for observing a by restricted field 
of vision at a high magnification (col. 1 , lines 32-39). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to use at least one of the first and 
second inspections is performed by a scanning electron microscope (SEM), as taught by 
Iwabuchi to incorporate into Somekh, Shinada and Pike's processes to arrive the claimed 
limitation since it was known in the art that the SEM is suitable for observing a by restricted field 
of vision at a high magnification. 

Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Somekh et al. 
(USP 6,900,135 hereinafter referred to as "Somekh") in view of Shinada et al. (USP 6,329,826 
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hereinafter referred to as "Shinada") and in view of Pike (USP 6,410,927), and further in view of 
Branco et al. (USP 6,841,008 hereinafter referred to as "Branco"). 

Somekh, Shinada and Pike disclose all the claimed limitations except for the cleaning 
comprises exposing the device feature to an oxygen containing plasma. Branco teaches that 
plasma cleaning with oxygen as a source gas (also referred to "ashing") can remove organic 
based materials. At the same time, an oxygen plasma etch can leave quartz surfaces essentially 
unaltered as set forth in column 4, line 64-column 5, line 1). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to use oxygen plasma for 
cleaning or etching, as taught by Branco since it was known in the art that oxygen plasma can 
remove organic based materials, and can leave quartz surfaces essentially unaltered. 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Somekh et al. 
(USP 6,900,135 hereinafter referred to as "Somekh") in view of Shinada et al. (USP 6,329,826 
hereinafter referred to as "Shinada") and in view of Pike (USP 6,410,927), and further in view of 
Kim et al. (USP 6,355,516 hereinafter referred to as "Kim"). 

Somekh, Shinada and Pike disclose all the claimed limitations except for the device 
feature comprises a first conductive layer located over a substrate, a buffer layer located over the 
first conductive layer, and a second conductive layer located over the buffer layer. Kim teaches 
in Fig. 1C that a device feature comprises a first conductive layer 12 located over a substrate 11, 
a buffer layer 13, 14, 15, 16 located over the first conductive layer, and a second conductive 
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layer 17 located over the buffer layer (col. 2, line 40-col. 3, line 14). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to form a device feature 
comprises a first conductive layer located over a substrate, a buffer layer located over the first 
conductive layer, and a second conductive layer located over the buffer layer, as taught by Kim 
in order to form a device feature as a capacitor. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 7-9 are allowed. 

Conclusion 

Applicants' amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office Action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicants are reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andy Huynh whose telephone number is (703) 305-0089. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Nelms can be reached on (703) 308-4910. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-9306 for regular 
communications and (703) 872-9306 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0956. 



Ah 




Andy Huynh 
Patent Examiner 



